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FROM BID‘A TO SUNNA: THE WILAYA OF SALI IN THE SHI“ ADHAN 


LIYAKAT A. TAKIM 


UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI 


Although the wilāya of “Alī b. Abi Talib—the attestation of his spiritual and temporal authority— 
has always been professed by the Shi‘a and has appeared in their ritual and other practices (such as 
coinage) in various forms, its inclusion in the adhdn (call to prayer) was once generally rejected by 
Shi‘i scholars. It is now, however, a distinctive feature of the adhān in use among the Twelver Shi<a. 


This paper traces and explains how this change came about and how it was eventually justified by 


the leading scholarly authorities of the community, especially from the Safavid era and later. 


A DISTINCTIVE FEATURE OF THE adhan (call to prayer) 
as recited by Twelver Shi‘is is the inclusion of the wilaya 
(spiritual and temporal authority) of SAli b. Abi Talib. 
Thus, after reciting the shahdda (bearing witness to the 
unity of one God and the prophecy of Muhammad) the 
mucadhdhin (caller to prayer) will normally state “Ash- 
hadu anna ‘Aliyyan waliyu-llah” (I bear witness that “Alī 
is the friend of God). In the minds of many Twelver Shi‘is, 
this popular practice has become an important compo- 
nent of the adhadn. However, the wildya was not recited 
in the adhān at the time of the Prophet or during the lives 
of any of the Shi‘i imams.! In this paper, I trace its 
provenance and evolution. Initially, I examine the pro- 
nouncements of early Shi‘ jurists on this issue and com- 
pare and contrast their views with the verdicts of later 
authors. The judgment of the later jurists, moreover, con- 
trasts starkly with the rulings of their predecessors. A 
need to assert and propagate the Shi‘ identity in terms of 
a nascent political state led eventually to the inclusion of 
the wildya in the adhan. At that point the Shi‘i jurists re- 
sorted to various forms of hermeneutics to vindicate such 
a practice. 

The earliest Shi‘i juridical work extant is al-Kulayni’s 
(d. 329/941) Furi al-kafi. Although in this work al- 
Kulayni examines various segments of the adhdn, he does 
not discuss or even mention the wildya of “Alī as a part 
of it at all.* The first scholar to take up the wildya in the 


l The Shi‘i adhan is also distinguished from its Sunni counter- 
part by the inclusion of “hayya ‘ala khayri’l-‘amal” (hasten to the 
best of deeds), but a discussion of the genesis of this practice is 
beyond the scope of this paper. 

* Muhammad b. Ya‘qib al-Kulayni, Fura al-kafi, 6 vols. 
(Tehran: Dar al-Kutub al-Islamiyya, 1391/1971), 3: 302. 


adhan was al-Saditiq (d. 381/991). After reviewing the 
different parts of the adhan in his Man lā yahduruhu al- 
fagih, he states: 


This is the correct adhdn; nothing is to be added or sub- 
tracted from it. The Mufawwida,’ may God curse them, 
have fabricated traditions and have added to the adhan 
“Muhammad and the family of Muhammad are the best 
of mankind,” [reciting it] twice. In some of their tradi- 
tions, after uttering “I bear witness that Muhammad is 
the Prophet of Allah,” [they add] “I bear witness that “Alī 
is the wali (friend) of God” twice. Among them there are 
others who narrate instead of this “I bear witness that “Alī 
is the true Commander of the Faithful” twice. There is no 
doubt that SAli is the friend of God and that he is the true 


3 The term Mufawwida refers to those who espoused the doc- 
trine of tafwid (delegation), i.e., the belief that after creation, God 
delegated His powers over all matters pertaining to creation, pro- 
vision for His creatures, and worldly affairs to the Prophet and the 
imams. That this belief had permeated the Shi‘i ranks can be dis- 
cerned from several traditions in Shi‘i hadith literature. See 
Kulayni, Usūl al-kafi, 4 vols. (Tehran, n.d.), 2: 2-5, and Muham- 
mad b. al-Hasan al-Saffar, Basa’ ir al-darajat fi fadā il Al Mu- 
hammad (Qum: Maktaba Ayatullah al-Mar‘ashi al-Najafi, 1404/ 
1983), 378-79, where several traditions justify the belief in taf- 
wid. Subsequent Shi‘i theologians distanced themselves from this 
doctrine. See al-Sadiigq, Risdlat al-i‘tigadGt (A Shiite Creed), tr. 
A. Fyzee (Calcutta: Oxford Univ. Press, 1361/1942), 100-101; 
Mufid, Awil al-magalat (Qum: Maktaba al-Dawari, 1370/ 
1950), 240—41. The origins and doctrines of the Mufawwida are 
also discussed by H. Modarressi, Crisis and Consolidation in the 
Formative Period of Shi‘ite Islam (Princeton: Darwin Press, 
1993), ch. 2. 
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Commander of the Faithful and that Muhammad and his 
family, peace be upon them, are the best of [God’s] crea- 
tures. However, that is not [part] of the original adhan. I 
have mentioned this so that those who have been accused 
of concocting [the doctrine of] tafwid and have insinu- 


ated themselves in our ranks should become known.* 


It is clear that al-Sadiiq regards those reciting the wildya 
as belonging to the Mufawwida, which is, for him, an ex- 
tremist group, as he unequivocally curses and condemns 
them for their actions. For al-Sadtgq, the recitation of the 
wilaya in the adhan is one of the distinguishing marks of 
the Mufawwida. Thus the Mufawwida are to be differ- 
entiated from the mainstream Twelver Shi‘is by this 
practice. 

Many tenth- and eleventh-century jurists did not con- 
sider it important to discuss the issue of the wildya in the 
adhan. Thus, where and when the adhdn is discussed in 
some detail, there is no mention of the wildya, as, for 
example, in al-Mufid’s (d. 413/1022) Muqni‘a,° or in the 
Intisar of Sharif al-Murtada (d. 436/1044).° In his Tah- 
dhib, Tusi (d. 460/1067) refers to various hadiths report- 
ing different juridical rulings, but in spite of this, he cites 
not a single hadith indicating the wildya of ‘Ali in the 
adhan. This is surprising in view of the fact that, in his 
other works (to be discussed presently), Tūsī admits that 
odd and isolated (shadhdh) reports concerning the wilaya 
of “Alī in the adhan have been related.’ But, in all prob- 
ability, the traditions about the wildya were not available 
to him.® Alternatively, because these reports were rare, 
Tusi did not deem them veracious and worthy of consid- 
eration.’ In his Nihdya, Tiisi even states that one who 


4 Muhammad b. ‘Ali ibn Babawayh al-Sadiiq, Man lā yahdu- 
ruhu al-faqih, 4 vols. (Qum: Imam al-Mahdi, 1404/1983), 1: 188. 

> Muhammad b. Muhammad b. al-Nu‘man al-Mufid, al- 
Mugni‘a, 2nd ed. (Qum: Mv’assas al-Nashr al-Islami, 1411/1990), 
100. 

é cAli b. al-Husayn al-Sharīf al-Murtada, al-Intisar (Najaf: 
Manshurat al-Haydariyya, 1391/1971), 39. 

7 He does not cite these in his al-Khilaf either. See Muhammad 
b. al-Hasan Tisi, Kitab al-khilaf, 3 vols. (Qum: Maktaba Isma‘il- 
iyan, n.d.), 1: 83. 

8 There is no trace of the wilaya traditions in any of the extant 
Shi‘i juridical manuals. They are only casually referred to by early 
authors like al-Saditiq and Tiisi. 

? The same can also be stated for the absence of wilāya traditions 
in his al-Jstibsar. See Muhammad b. al-Hasan Tisi, al-Istibsdr fi 
mā ikhtalafa min al-akhbar, 4 vols. (Beirut: Dar al-Adwa’, 1406/ 
1985), 1: 299, 305. 


utters the wildya is in error (mukhti>).'!° However, in his 
Mabsit, he says simply: 


As for uttering “SAIi is the Commander of the Faithful 
and the family of Muhammad is the best of mankind” in 
accord with what has been narrated in isolated reports, 
this is not to be acted upon [fa-laysa bi ma‘miil “alayhi ] 
in the adhan. But, if a person recites it, he does not com- 
mit a sin for that reason (lam ya°tham bihi). However, it 
is not amongst the fadila (recommended parts) of the 
adhan nor does it [the wildya] make it [the adhdn] more 
complete.!! 


The foregoing evidence reveals fairly clearly that schol- 
ars such as al-Sadtiq and Tisi prohibited including the 
wildya in the adhan. It is to be remembered also that 
these scholars were living under the aegis of Buyid rulers 
(334—447/945-1055) who were favorably disposed to- 


‘wards the Shi‘is. Thus, although they were neither polit- 


ically oppressed nor constrained in their writings, Shi‘i 
jurists of the tenth and eleventh centuries either prohib- 
ited outright or strongly discouraged the utterance of the 
wilaya in the adhan. There is no evidence to suggest, 
moreover, that their ruling on this issue was based on 
tagiyya (dissimulation). 


THE ILKHANID EPOCH IN SHI‘I JURISPRUDENCE 


After the destruction of Baghdad by the Mongols in 
656/1258, the center of Shi‘i studies moved from Bagh- 
dad to Hilla. Due mainly to the presence of the Shi‘ phi- 
losopher and theologian Nasir al-Din Tisi (d. 672/1274), 
an influential counselor to the Mongol king Hulegu, Hilla 
was spared Mongol destruction. Therefore, during the 
Ilkhānid era (656—754/1258-1353), the ShiSi Sulama- 
continued to enjoy good relations with the ruler. As an ex- 
ample, ‘Allama Hilli (d. 726/1325) and his son were often 
invited to the court of Oljeiti (d. 712/1316).!2 Reportedly, 
he was a witness to the Sultan’s conversion to Twelver 
Shi‘ism.!? But, again, despite the period of relative peace 


ro Tusi, al-Nihāya fi mujarrad al-fiqh wa’l-fatawa (Qum: Quds 
Muhammadi, n.d.), 69. 

11 Tūsi, al-Mabsūt fi fiqh al-Imamiyya, 8 vols. (Tehran: al- 
Matba‘a al-Haydariyya, 1387/1967), 1: 99. 

12 Said Arjomand, The Shadow of God and the Hidden Imam: 
Religion, Political Order and Societal Change in Shi‘ite Iran from 
the Beginning to 1890 (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1986), 
29. See also p. 58 for other examples of the cordial relations be- 
tween the Shi‘l jurists and the Ilkhānid kings. 

13 S, H. M. Jafri, “al-Hilli” in EP. 
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between Shi‘i and Sunni communities, there was no 
change in the stance of Shi‘i scholars on the question of 
the wilaya in the adhan. 

Although the juridical works of scholars in that period, 
such as Abū Manstr Muhammad b. Idris (d. 598/1201), 
contain detailed discussions of the adhān and iqāma,!* the 
question of the wilāya in the adhdn is never even alluded 
to. It is to be further noted that although Ibn Idris appends 
a separate section on the recommended parts (fadā il) of 
the adhan, contrary to the practice of later scholars, he 
does not mention the wildaya in this section either.'> 

Other scholars of Hilla were more explicit in their re- 
jection of the wildya in the adhan. After enumerating seg- 
ments of the adhān in his Mu‘tabar, Muhaqqiq al-Hilli 
(d. 676/1277) declares: “Anything added to this is bid‘a.”’'® 
His contemporary al-Hadhali (d. 690/1291) states in his 
al-Jami‘ li’l-shara- i‘ that, although the wildya has been 
narrated in rare traditions, it is not to be practiced as a 
part of the adhan.'’ 

Although they were living under favorable political 
conditions, thirteenth- and fourteenth-century jurists 
concurred with their predecessors on the issue. Thus the 
aforementioned ‘Allama al-Hilli explicitly forbids the reci- 
tation of the wildya in his Nihayat al-ahkam, stating that 
it is not permissible to recite it since there was no ruling 
for it in the shari‘a (li-“adami mashri‘iyyatihi)."® 


14 The igama is the second call to prayer which is pronounced 
before each of the prescribed daily prayers. On the differences 
between the adhān and iqāma, see T. Juynboll, “Ikama,” in EI?. 

15 See SAli Asghar al-Mawarid, Silsila al-yanabi‘ al-fighiyya, 
25 vols. (Beirut: Dar al-Turath/al-Dar al-Islamiyya, 1410/1990), 
4: 660—citing Ibn Idris, al-Sard’ir. In an article on the wildya in 
the adhan, Rida Ustadi examines the rulings on the wilaya by 
diverse Shi‘i jurists from the time of al-Saditiq to the present. 
I am indebted to Sayyid Muhammad Rizvi of Toronto for provid- 
ing me with a copy if this article. Although quite useful for the 
purposes of this study, Ustadi’s article, which has the title “Kalimat 
al-a‘lam hawl jawaz al-shahdda bi’l-wildya,’ bears no indication 
of where or when it was published and despite some effort, I have 
not been able to locate its source. 

16 Bid“a refers to an innovation, whether in belief or practice, 
for which no precedent was set at the time of the Prophet. Later, 
to accommodate changing circumstances, a distinction was made 
between good (hence acceptable) and bad bid‘a. See J. Robson, 
“Bid‘a,” in El’. 

17 As cited in al-Mawarid, Silsila, 4: 867. 

1e al-Hasan b. Yūsuf b. “Alī al-Hilli, Nihāya al-ahkām fi ma‘rifa 
al-ahkam, 2 vols., 2nd ed. (Qum: Mu’assa Isma‘iliyan, 1410/ 


Fourteenth-century Shi‘i scholars based in Jabal “Amil 
followed the example of their predecessors in prohibiting 
the utterance of the wilāya in the adhān. In his al-Lum‘a 
al-dimashqiyya, Muhammad b. Jamāl al-Dīn (d. 786/ 
1384), also called Shahid al-Awwal (Shahid I), defini- 
tively forbids the utterance of the wilāya, even though, 
he admits, it is in fact a reality (wa in kana al-waqi‘ 
kadhālik).!? In his al-Duriis, Shahid I further adds that 
the wildya is a credal issue, and is not a part of the 
adhan.*° He repeats al-Saditiq’s proscription, saying that 
the wilaya in the adhān is a concoction of the Mufaw- 
wida. As a matter of fact, Shahid I is consistent in pro- 
hibiting the recitation of the wildya in the adhān in all 
four of his major juridical works (al-Lum(‘a, al-Dhikra, 
al-Bayan, and al-Duris). 

The trend amongst the early jurists of either prohibit- 
ing or discouraging the pronunciation of the wildya is 
confirmed by another scholar of Jabal “Amil, Zayn al-Din 
b. “Alī b. Ahmad al-Shami (Shahid II) (d. 966/1558). In 
his Rawda al-jinān he unequivocally affirms that the in- 
sertion of the wilāya or anything of that nature in the 
adhān is bid‘a (innovation) and that the reports about it 
have been fabricated. The issue at stake, Shahid II re- 
minds us, is not whether they (the family of the Prophet) 
are the best of creatures or not. Rather, the question is 
whether the wilāya can be inserted in an act of worship 
which has been itself divinely ordained. Not every cor- 
rect article of belief is worthy of insertion in the acts of 
worship (‘ibaddat) that have been legislated by the Law- 
giver.?! In his al-Masalik, Shahid II maintains further that 
it is forbidden (hardm) to add anything to the adhan.” 

In his commentary (sharh) on the Lumsa, the same 
Shahid II maintains that the wildya pertains to a matter of 
belief. It is not to be counted a part of the adhdn. He re- 
states his previous assertion that inserting the wildya in 
the adhān is tantamount to bid‘a. It is as if one were to 


1990), 1: 412. Al-Hilli also prohibits the recitation of the wildya 
in his al-Muntaha and al-Tadhkira. See Ustadi, Kalimat, 384-85. 
There is no mention of the wildya in al-Hilli’s Shara’ i‘i. See 
Shara’ isi al-Islam fi mas@ il al-halal wa’l-haram, 4 vols. (Najaf: 
al-Adab, 1389/1969), 1: 75-76. 

19 Muhammad b. Jamal al-Din al-Makki al-Amili, al-Lum‘a 
al-dimashgiyya, 2nd ed., 10 vols. (Isfahan: Maktaba al-Imam 
Amir al-Mu’minin, 1398/1977), 1: 573. 

20 As cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 385. 

21 Shahid II, Rawda al-jindn fi sharh irshad al-adhhan (n.p., 
1886), 1: 242. 

22 As cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 385. 
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add a rak‘a (unit of prayer) or the tashahhud (the sha- 
hdda) in the prayer.”? 

Mulla Ahmad al-Ardabili (d. 993/1585) (also called 
Muqaddas) initially quotes al-Saditiq’s proscription against 
reciting the wildya and agrees with him. Al-Ardabili 
further states that pronouncing the wi/dya is tantamount 
to following the precedence set by “Umar, who had al- 
tered the adhdn that is recited in the morning by inserting 
the tathwib (“prayer is better than sleep”). Since the Shi- 
“is condemn “Umar for adding an extraneous element to 
the adhan, it is improper for them to emulate such an 
act.*4 It is to be noted, however, that al-Ardabili permits 
the sending of blessings (salawat) on the Prophet and his 
family when his name is mentioned in the adhan. This, 
explains al-Ardabili, is because of the narration of gen- 
eral traditions (C(umiim al-akhbdr) recommending this act. 
Significantly, he does not cite here the tradition from 
Tabarsi’s (d. 588/1192) al-Ihtijaj which, as we shall see, 
was used by later jurists to argue in favor of pronouncing 
the wilāya in the adhan. 

The preceding discussion indicates that there was a 
clear consensus reached by the early Shi‘i jurists on ei- 
ther prohibiting or discouraging the utterance of the 
wilāya in the adhan. Those reciting the wilaya were mar- 
ginalized and seen by jurists such as al-Saditiq, “Allama 
al-Hilli and al-Ardabili as extremists. No jurist in the pre- 
Safavid era, whether living in Baghdad, Hilla, or Jabal 
“Amil, encouraged the practice. Indeed, no Shi jurist 
even Stated that, provided it was not intended to be a part 
of the adhān, the wildya may be recited—a distinction 
that was to be drawn by subsequent jurists. In all proba- 
bility, the reason why the pre-Safavid jurists prohibited 
the recitation of the wildya was that, living with the vi- 
cissitudes of the Sunni milieu, they wanted to distance 
themselves from all practices linked to the extremists. 
This observation can be corroborated from the fact that, 
in prohibiting the wildya, they often quoted al-Sadiiq’s 
statement attributing this practice to the Mufawwida. 
Furthermore, the jurists did not sanction the practice and 
they did not consider hadith reports about it to be trust- 
worthy. But, given the overall prohibition against reciting 
the wildya in the adhdan, when then did the practice begin 
among the general Shi‘i populace? How was it to be vin- 
dicated? It is to these questions that I now turn. 


23 See Shahid II, Sharh al-lum‘a, 1: 573. 

24 al-Mugaddas al-Ardabili, Majma“ al-fa’ida wa’l burhan fi 
Sharh irshad al-adhhan (Qum: Jami’a al-Mudarrisin, 1403/1982), 
2: 181. 


THE WILAYA IN THE ADHAN IN THE SAFAVID ERA 
(907—1201/1501—1786) 


The sixteenth and seventeenth centuries saw the grad- 
ual establishment and eventual triumph of ShiSism un- 
der the Safavid rulers of Iran. As Scarcia-Amoretti has 
shown, even before the establishment of the Safavid dy- 
nasty, the atmosphere of relative religious eclecticism in 
Iran had engendered a devotion to “Ali, in particular, and 
to the household of the Prophet, in general.” In 907/ 
1501, Shah Isma‘il (d. 930/1524), the first Safavid ruler, 
used this prevailing pro-“Ali sentiment to declare Twelver 
Shi‘ism the official religion of the state.*° The replace- 
ment of Sunnism by Shi‘ism required a rigorous policy of 
religious conversion that would help transform Shi‘ism 
from a sectarian into a national religion. Propagation of 
the Shi‘i faith also necessitated the imposition of measures 
that would enhance doctrinal and liturgical uniformity. 
Thus Shah Ismail sought different ways to encourage 
public expression of Islam in a Shi‘i form. He had the 
names of the twelve imams mentioned in the sermons and 
issued a commandment stating that the first three caliphs 
were to be publicly cursed. Whoever refused to do so was 
to be killed.” He also issued a decree stating that the 
wilāya was to be mentioned in the adhdn.”8 It was there- 
fore only in this era that the wildya in the adhdn was first 
promulgated and practiced at the popular level with 
Official sanction. The insertion of the wildya in the adhan 
was thus deeply intertwined with the Safavid rulers’ at- 
tempts at implanting a deeper commitment to Shi‘ism 
amongst the Iranian masses. 

It is to be remembered that before the advent of the 
Safavids, Shi‘ism was largely nonexistent in Iran.”? But, 


25 Said Arjomand, The Shadow of God, 106. 

26 Various reasons have been offered for the imposition of Shi- 
“ism as the state religion. According to Lambton, the Safavids 
chose Shi‘ism to differentiate their domains from the Sunni 
Ottoman empire and to create a sense of unity amongst their sub- 
jects. It also enabled the Safavids to exist as a separate entity re- 
sisting, thereby, absorption into the Ottoman empire. Cited in 
R. Savory, Studies on the History of Safavid Iran (London: 
Variorum Reprints, 1987), sec. III, 84; XII, 20. 

27 H. Rumlu, Ahsan Tavarikh (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 
1350/1931), 61. See also A. Lambton, State and Government in 
Medieval Islam: An Introduction to the study of Islamic Political 
Theory: The Jurists (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1981), 264; 
Savory, Studies, 64. 

28 Rumlu, Ahsan, 61. 

2? Rumlu, Ahsan, 61. 
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thereafter, popular practices related to Shi‘im were ac- 
cepted by the masses even if they were not previously 
sanctioned by the jurists. Various other devices were used 
to enforce and propagate the now officially proclaimed 
ShiSism, among them public expression of grief during 
the first twelve days of Muharram to mark the martyr- 
dom of the Prophet’s grandson, Husayn b. “Alī (d. 61/ 
680) at Kerbala.*° 

By Shah Tahmasp’s time (93 1—84/1524—76), there were 
acts of self mortification and canonical cursing (la‘n) of 
the first three caliphs on a massive scale.*! In fact, in 
917 A.H. the Shi‘i jurist “Ali b. Husayn al-Karaki (d. 937 
or 940) wrote a tract on the incumbency of cursing the 
caliphs.’ Another way to promulgate Shi‘ism was to 
encourage the visitation of the shrines of the imams or 
their descendants (imam-zddeh).*? One more example was 
the pronunciation of the wilāya in the adhān, which was 
thus clearly one means of popularizing Shi‘ism amongst 
the laity. Gradually, these public rituals became the focus 
of socio-religious life in Persia and became deeply em- 
bedded in the minds of the masses. 

The imposition of Shi‘ism on a predominantly Sunni 
community was bound to meet with opposition, espe- 
cially from the ‘ulama°’. Many Sunni “ulama” were put to 
death; many others fled to areas where Sunnism still pre- 
vailed.*4 They were replaced by Shi‘i scholars who were 
imported into Safavid territory, mainly from Jabal “Amil. 
The attitude of these incoming Shi‘i jurists towards pub- 
lic processions and dramas appears to have been dictated 
by pragmatism. As long as it did not directly contravene 
normative doctrine, popular culture was accepted. Toler- 
ance towards acts of popular devotion was the price the 
“ulama@° paid for mass conversion to Shi‘ism. In all prob- 
ability, since the wildya in the adhdn did not contradict 
the sense of Shi‘i doctrine and it enhanced the propaga- 
tion of ShiSism at the popular level, the jurists did not 
feel the need to voice an objection to it. Moreover, as 


30 Under Shah ‘Abbas I (1587-1629), the Muharram ceremo- 
nies, which had been limited to their devotional and folkloric as- 
pects, became a great festival, both civil and religious. See Jean 
Calmard, “Shi‘i Rituals and Power, II: The Consolidation of 
Safavid Shi‘ism: Folklore and Popular Religion,” in Safavid Per- 
sia, ed. C. Melville (London: I. B. Tauris, 1996), 143. 

3! Calmard, “ShiSi Rituals,” 143. 

ee Arjomand, Shadow, 165, citing Sayyid “Abd al-Husayn 
Khattinabadi, Vaqāyi“ al-sanin va’l-a‘vam (Tehran: Islamiyya, 
1352/1973). 

33 Arjomand, Shadow, 165. 

ER, Savory, “Safavid Persia,” in The Cambridge History of 
Islam, ed. Holt, Lambton, and Lewis (Cambridge: Cambridge 


they had recently migrated to Iran and were largely pa- 
tronized by the kings, the Shi‘i ‘ulama> were hardly in a 
position to challenge the policies of the Safavid rulers.35 

The Shi‘i affiliations of the nascent state needed social 
expression. One way of fostering this was through the 
adhan. Henceforth, the role of the adhdn was not to be 
confined to calling the faithful to prayer, but rather, it 
was to be used to avow the Shi‘i identity of the Safavid 
state. Along with other measures undertaken by the state, 
the adhadn was used to propagate Shi‘ism at a popular 
level. The adhān was also used for polemical purposes 
i.e., to remind the Shi‘is of their allegiance to ‘Ali and his 
immediate succession to Muhammad. Due to its popular 
appeal, Shi‘i jurists refrained from denouncing the practice 
in public. By their silence the jurists in effect approved and 
accepted popular practice. 

A statement made by Muhammad Taqi Majlisi I 
(d. 1070/1659), in his Persian commentary on al-Sadiiq’s 
Man lā yahduruhu al-fagih, further indicates why the 
Shi‘i jurists were now willing to allow the recitation of 
the wildya in the adhān and thus reverse the rulings of 
earlier jurists. He states that in most parts of the coun- 
try, the wildya was recited in the adhan. When people 
omitted the wilaya, they were accused of being Sunnis. 
Ironically, in this tract, Majlisi I invokes the doctrine of 
dissimulation (tagiyya—what I call inverse taqiyya) to 
recite the wildya. Stated differently, tagiyya was used to 
assert rather than to hide Shi‘i identity, that is, the wilaya 
was to be recited so as to avert accusations of being affili- 
ated to the Sunnis. Majlisi I goes on to cite the example 


Univ. Press, 1970), 398; see also R. Savory, Iran under the Safa- 


vids (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1980), 29. 

35 N. Keddie, “The Roots of the “Ulama’s Power in Modern 
Iran,” Studia Islamica 29 (1969): 42. 

36 The new polemical role envisaged for the adhdan by the Safa- 
vids is further elucidated by a twentieth-century scholar, Ahmad 
Zanjani, in his “Khayr al-umir.” In it he narrates how Mu‘awiya 
stirred the feelings of the masses by wearing the blood-stained 
shirt of SUthman and by commanding his governors to curse “Alī 
from the pulpits. Zanjani adds that when the Shi‘is came to power 
in Iran, the monarch—although he does not identify him, Zanjani 
is undoubtedly referring to Shah Isma‘il—decided to mention the 
wilaya five times every day in order to repudiate the adversaries. 
He also declared that in the sermons, after the name of God and 
the Prophet, greetings and blessings be invoked on “Alī and his 
infallible descendants. The wildya, according to Zanjajni, was a 
response to the curses invoked on “Alī in Mu‘awiya’s time. 
However, this was not done with the intention of it being a part 
of the adhGn but, rather, to embellish the adhān and to refute the 
arguments of the adversaries (Ustadi, Kalimat, 407). 
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of his own teacher, Mawlana ‘Abd Allah, who, after much 
discussion, had decided to stop uttering the wildya in the 
adhan. He adds that his teacher was accused of being a 
Sunni. Majlisi then advised his teacher to recite the 
wilaya, to defend himself against accusations of having a 
Sunni penchant. This was his practice for as long as he 
lived.?’ 

The popular practice of reciting SAli’s wildya in the 
adhan was sanctioned in the Shi‘i juridical texts for the 
first time by Majlisi I in his Rawda al-muttagin. In fact, 
he explicitly allows and even justifies the practice. Com- 
menting on al-Sadiiq’s statement, he states: “It is difficult 
to be certain that these traditions [on the wilaya] are due 
to their [the Mufawwida’s] fabrications.” He further ar- 
gues in favor of accepting rare wilāya traditions by 
claiming that this genre of traditions may be authentic 
but not well known. Moreover, he adds, 


just because the Mufawwida or the Sunnis perform an act 
does not mean that we can be certain that the truth lies in 
its contrary or that they [the traditions on the wi/* a] 
have been fabricated unless there are [traditions transmit- 
ted] from them [the imams] which clearly indicate this. 
These have not been transmitted [from them]. Moreover, 
the Shi‘is used to perform it in the olden times and still 
do so. It is also clear that if one were to act upon it [pro- 
nouncing the wildya] he would not be a sinner.*® 


Majlisi I was aware that his ruling on the issue was 
markedly different from the opinions expressed by the 
jurists. He vindicated this transformation by claiming: “It 
is possible it was forbidden before [this time] due to ta- 
qiyya [dissimulation], just as many ahdadith [traditions] 
urge the omission of hayya ‘ala khayr al-‘amal [hasten to 
the best of deeds] from the adhān due to tagiyya.” He 
further adds: 


It is not clear who al-Sadiiq meant by the Mufawwida; it 
seems that anyone who did not accept the sahw [acts of 
inadvertence] of the Prophet was a Mufawwida,”’ or any- 
one who believed in inserting [anything] in the acts of 
worship [which are different] from those practiced by the 
Prophet is a Mufawwida. On this basis, all Shi‘is, apart 


37 As cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 388. 

38 Cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 387. 

3? On this see al-Sadiiq, Man lā yahduruhu al-fagih, 1: 234-35. 
See also the discussion in McDermott, The Theology of Shaykh al- 
Mufid (Beirut: Dar el-Machreq, 1399/1978), 356. Al-Sadiiq declares 
those who reject the sahw of the Prophet to be amongst the 
Mufawwida. 


from al-Saditiq and his teacher, would be [classified as] 
Mufawwida.4? 


A close study of Man lā yahduruhu al-faqīh indicates 
that Majlisi I’s contention that al-Sadiiq had possibly pro- 
hibited the wildya due to tagiyya cannot be substantiated. 
As a matter of fact, just before he prohibits the wildya in 
the adhdn, al-Sadtiq poses the question as to whether 
“hayya ‘ala khayr al-‘amal” can be omitted from the 
adhan. This, he states, can be done if one has to dissim- 
ulate.*! Al-Sadiiq clearly delineates parts of the adhān 
which can be omitted or altered when living under con- 
ditions of tagiyya. The fact that he unequivocally rules 
that the wilaya should not be mentioned at all in the adhan 
and ascribes this practice to the Mufawwida suggests that 
taqiyya was not a factor in his ruling on the issue. 

Majlisi I turns the argument on its head. First, he re- 
futes the contention that the paucity of wilāya traditions 
implies they are not authentic. In essence, he refutes the 
views of jurists like Tusi and Hilli, arguing that the fact 
that traditions about the wilāya are sparse does not imply 
that they are spurious. Having argued the possibility of 
their veracity, Majlisi I then claims that, according to both 
al-Saditig and Tusi, traditions allowing the pronouncement 
of the wildya are available. For this reason, the wilāya can 
be recited, although not as a part of the adhan. 

Despite Majlisi I’s efforts at accommodating the wilaya 
in the adhan, his contemporaries did not concur with him. 
Thus al-Muhaqqigq al-Sabzawari (d. 1090/1679) states in 
Dhakhirat al-ma‘dd: “The jurists have clearly stated that 
it is an innovation (bid‘a) and that inserting it in the 
adhan is dependent on al-tawgif al-shar‘i [its divine or- 
dainment], a fact which has not been established.’’*? Fayd 
al-Kashani (d. 1091/1680) maintains in his Mafatih al- 
shara i‘ that reciting the wildya is an abominable (makrih) 
act that is contrary to the sunna. Vindicating the wildya 
was Clearly more difficult in the juridical texts than in pop- 
ular practice. 

Nevertheless, the argument for the recitation of the 
wilāya in the adhan was further enhanced by Muhammad 
al-Baqir (Allama) Majlisi (d. 1110/1698). Like his name- 
sake, Majlisi II twists the discussion about the wildya on 
its head. It is not impossible, he states, that the wildya is 
among the mustahabb (recommended) parts of the adhan. 


4 Ustadi, Kalimat, 387. 

41 al-Sadiiq, Man la yahduruhu al-faqih, 1: 188. 

42 Ustadi, Kalimat, 389. 

43 That is, to the actions of the Prophet and his companions. See 
“sunna,” in Shorter Encyclopedia of Islam (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 
1974); Ustadi, Kalimat, 389. 
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This is because Tūsī, al-Hilli, Shahid I, and others have 
testified that rare reports about it have been narrated. By 
quoting the opinions of preceding scholars, he declares 
that reports concerning it, although sparse, are available. 
The very point which al-Sadtiq and Tusi invoked to pro- 
hibit the wilaya—treports being rare—is used by Majlisi 
II, in fact, to permit it.“ 

To further vindicate the inclusion of the wildya in the 
adhan, Majlisi ingeniously divides segments of the adhan 
into obligatory and recommended parts. The wildya, he 
declares, may be uttered as a recommended part of the 
adhan. By this neat bifurcation, he was able to undermine 
the objections of those arguing against inserting an ex- 
traneous element to an act of worship. He was thus also 
able finally to accommodate the wilāya as a component 
(albeit only a recommended one) of the adhan.* 

‘Allama Majlisi also introduces a new element into the 
discussion. Besides citing rational proofs to justify pro- 
nouncing the wildya, as a recommended act, he ad- 
duces scriptural proof to sanction the practice, a point 
which was appropriated by most subsequent jurists. 
Majlisi II quotes a tradition cited in Tabarsi’s al-Ihtijaj. 
There Tabarsi narrates a tradition from al-Qasim b. 
Mu‘awiya, who is quoted as saying: 


I said to Abū ‘Abd Allah [Ja‘far al-Sadiq] that they [the 
Sunnis] transmit a tradition in their [books on the] mi‘raj 
[indicating] that when the Prophet was taken on the night 
ascension he saw writing on the throne which read: “There 
is no god but God, Muhammad is the Prophet of God and 
Abi Bakr is the truthful one.” Al-Sadiq is reported to have 
responded: “Glory be to God, they have altered every- 
thing, including this?” Al-Qasim replied: “Yes.” Al-Sadiq 
then reportedly said: “When God, the Almighty, most 
Glorious, created the throne, he wrote on it: “There is no 
god but God and Muhammad is the Prophet of God and 
Ali is the Commander of the faithful.” 


This long tradition then ends with Ja‘far al-Sadigq (d. 147/ 
765) telling al-Qasim that “whenever one of you recites 
the shahdda, he should also say “Ali is the Commander 
of the faithful’’’*° 


44 Muhammad Bagir al-Majlisi, Bihar al-anwar al-jami‘a li- 
durari akhbār al-a° imma al-athar, 110 vols. (Beirut: Ihya’ Turath 
al-Arabi, 1403/1982), 84: 111. 

45 On the distinction between essential and recommended parts 
of an act, see Muhammad b. Mulla Ibrahim al-Muzaffar, Shahada 
al-thalitha dar adhan va iqāme (Qum: Chap Nur, 1978), 2-3. 

46 Ahmad b. ‘Ali b. Abi Talib Tabarsi, al-Ihtijaj (Mashad: 
Sa‘id, 1403/1982), 158. 


Since this tradition does not delineate the circum- 
stances under which the wildya is to be pronounced, it is 
interpreted by Majlisi II to be general, not restrictive in 
its applicability. Hence the wildya in the adhān is con- 
strued by him to be subsumed under and even justified by 
this tradition. Majlisi adds that, if anyone utters the 
wilaya in order to attain baraka (blessings) without in- 
tending it to be a part of the adhan, then he is not a sin- 
ner, for the community has allowed any form of speech 
during the adhan and igama. This, Majlisi adds, is the best 
supplication and dhikr (recollection).4’ Thus what was 
considered to be bid‘a by the preceding jurists becomes, 
for Majlisi II and most subsequent Shi‘i jurists, a sunna. 
But Majlisi II needed scriptural support for his ruling on 
the adhan. This was provided by Ja‘far al-Sadiq’s hadith 
as found in al-Ihtijdaj. 

The tradition, which is evidently polemical in nature, 
is transmitted to refute a Sunni claim about the mi‘rdj. 
Rather than dealing with the question of the wilaya in the 
adhan, it purports to repudiate a Sunni claim by offering 
a Shi‘i version of the same event. That Tabarst’s tradition 
is not germane to the wildya in the adhdn can be dis- 
cerned from the fact that, although it was reported by 
Tabarsi in the sixth century (four hundred years before 
Majlisi II), Shi‘i scholars prior to Majlisi II did not con- 
sider that it provided sufficient proof to permit the reci- 
tation of the wildya. In fact, no proponent of the wilaya 
before Majlisi II even referred to it in discussing the 
wilaya. Thus, despite Majlisi’s reference to Tabarsi’s tra- 
dition, the fact remains that it did not occur to previous 
jurists to refer to it, since it did not evidently point to the 
wildya in the adhan. 

Moreover, the tradition was not reported by any scholar 
before Tabarsi. As a matter of fact, the latter author does 
not cite the source of this tradition. Most of the traditions 
cited in al-Ihtijaj are mursal, i.e., they do not have any is- 
nad (chain of transmission) appended. In the introduction 
to his work, Tabarsi claims that he did not append chains 
of transmissions, either because there existed an ijma‘ 
(consensus) in reference to narrating most traditions re- 
ported in his book, or because the traditions in it agree 
with reasoning, or because they were well known.” 
However, the tradition of al-Qasim b. MuS4wiya was cer- 
tainly not known to the likes of al-Sadtiq or Tusi or 
scholars before Tabarsi since none of them had cited it. 
Moreover, even though most Shi‘i hadith scholars are 


47 Majlisi, Bihar, 84: 111-12. 

48 Tabarsi, al-Ihtijaj, 14. See also Agha Buzirg Tihrani, al- 
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agreed that mursal traditions cannot be considered pro- 
bative, this tradition has been continuously quoted by 
subsequent Shi‘i scholars in supporting their own ruling 
on the wilāya.® A slight digression is necessary to show 
how traditions whose authenticity is not established in 
the sources can be used to rule that acts such as uttering 
the wilaya can be recommended. 


THE PRINCIPLE OF LENIENCY IN DEDUCING 
PROOFS FOR RECOMMENDED ACTS 


Based on principles established in usiil al-fiqh,” Shi 
jurists often relax the stringent criteria set for accepting 
traditions in matters pertaining to recommended or abom- 
inable acts. Due to the relatively lax conditions involved, 
this principle is called ga°ida al-tasamuh fi adilla al- 
sunan. Based on it, jurists have ruled that, in matters per- 
taining to recommended practices, even if the reliability 
of a hadith cannot be fully ascertained, it may be acted 
on with the hope that the act will be accepted (raja? al- 
matlibiyya) and one will be rewarded for it even if, in re- 
ality, the tradition is not authentic. Various traditions are 
cited to vindicate this principle. In one such tradition, Ja‘- 
far al-Sadiq is reported to have told his disciple Hisham 
b. Salim al-Jawaligi (fl. second century): 


Whoever has received (man balaghahu) a [report] from 
the Prophet, peace be upon him, about the merits of [per- 
forming] an act and he acts according to that report, he 
will be rewarded for it even if the Prophet, peace be upon 
him, did not state it.>! 


Due to the prefix “whoever has received,” this genre of 
traditions is called man balaghahu. In essence, the prin- 
ciple indicates that, in contrast to obligatory acts, a jurist 


49 See Muhsini A., Buhith fi “ilm al-rijal (Qum: 1404/1983), 
136; Shahid II, Sharh al-bidaya fi “ilm al-diraya (Tehran: Maktab 
Chehl Sutun, 1402/1982), 140. There are certain conditions when 
mursal ahādith are acceptable. See the discussion in Shahid II, 
Sharh al-bidaya, 141. 

50 Besides establishing principles for extrapolating juridical 
rulings, usul al-fiqh also establishes the theory of juristic practice 
to deduce additional laws that cannot be directly derived from the 
revealed sources. 

>! See Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Hurr al-‘Amili, Wasa il 
al-shi‘a ila tahsil masa il al-shari‘a, 4th ed., 20 vols. (Beirut: 
Ihya’ Turath al-Arabi, 1391/1971), 1: 60, quoting al-Barqi’s Kitab 
al-mahdasin. For other traditions on this, see also al-Muzaffar, 
Shahdda, 9. 


does not need indubitable proofs to rule in favor of per- 
forming a recommended act. However, no jurist can rule 
that the performance of an act is incumbent, based on 
these kinds of traditions.*? 

By appealing to the rare wildya traditions alluded to by 
al-Sadtiq and Tusi and the principle of al-tasamuh, most 
post-Safavid jurists ruled that the wilāya can be consid- 
ered a recommended part of the adhān. Thus the faithful 
are assured of reward for reciting the wildya in the adhan 
even if, in reality, the imams have not actually uttered 
such traditions. However, as al-Muzaffar points out, 
even those jurists who mentioned the wildya traditions 
about the adhān also claimed that these have been fabri- 
cated. Man balaghahu traditions, argues al-Muzaffar, do 
not cover reports known to be fabricated. Thus it is known 
that the imams did not, in fact, state what is claimed by 
the report. Only those traditions that might have been 
uttered by the imams are subsumed under the principle of 
al-tasamuh.“ 

Jurists like Majlisi and those after him were searching 
for ways to have the wildya inserted in the adhan. Thus, 
although it does not have an isndd (chain of transmission) 
appended, they seized on Tabarsi’s tradition and, invok- 
ing the tasa@muh principle, ruled that the wildya can be 
considered to be a recommended part of the adhdan. 
Therefore, if the wilaya could not be deemed to be an 
essential part, it could, because of Tabarsi’s tradition and 
the principle of al-tasamuh, be reckoned to be among the 
recommended parts of the adhan. The post-Majlisi II era 
shows a clear evolution in the thinking of the Shi‘i fuqa- 
ha on the issue. Whereas Shi‘i jurists before him were 
generally agreed on not reciting the wildya, jurists after him 
were generally agreed (with few exceptions) on its pro- 
nouncement. Subsequent figh works evinced even more 
arguments to vindicate its insertion in the adhdan. 

Most scholars after Majlisi II followed his line of 
argument and quote al-Sadiq’s tradition as cited by 
Tabarsi. For example, in his Mafatih al-fayd, al-Wahid 
al-Bahbahani (d. 1205/1790) states that to pronounce the 
wilaya with the intention of it being a part of the adhan 
is forbidden, as this is bid‘a. However, to recite it for the 
sake of receiving blessings is allowed. Just as, after stating 
“God is great” in the adhadn, many people state: “the 
most lofty, sublime” (jalla jalalah) and cite other praises 
of God, and after bearing testimony to Muhammad’s 


52 See Muhammad al-Bagir al-Sadr, Duris fi “ilm al-usal, 3 
vols. (Beirut: Dar Kitab al-Lubnani, 1399/1978), 2: 204, 3: 258 
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prophecy, it is recommended to invoke God’s blessings 
on the Prophet (although these are not part of the adhdan), 
similarly, it is recommended that the wilaya be recited af- 
ter the shahdada, based on the hadith cited in al-Ihtijaj and 
other general traditions. Bahbahani asks poignantly: “Is 
there an obstacle to ruling that this be a recommended 
act? The fact that a report is rare does not mean it cannot 
be practiced as a mustahabb (recommended) act.” As a 
matter of fact, Bahbahani adds, this was Tusi’s normal 
practice. Whenever he comes across a rare report, he rec- 
ommends that it be acted upon. For example, Tisi rules, 
based on a report from Ibn Yagin, that it is recommended 
to repeat a prayer if one forgets to recite the adhan and 
iqgama at the beginning.” In any case, he adds, to speak 
during the adhān and iqāma is permissible. If futile 
speech does not invalidate the adhdan, then what about an 
auspicious act (tayammun) which bestows blessings?°° 


PRE-MODERN AND MODERN PERIODS 


Most of the Qajar rulers (1209—1344/1794—1925) in Iran 
were committed to upholding Shi‘ism as the state religion, 
reversing thereby the anti-religious policies of Nadir Shah 
(d. 1160/1747). Aqā Muhammad Khan (d. 1212/1797), the 
first Qajar king, reaffirmed this commitment when he was 
crowned Shah in 1210/1796. His pious nephew Fath SAli 
Shah (d. 1250/1834) continued his religious policies by 
building mosques and commissioning the composition of 
Shi‘i theological works. He also built the Faydiya theo- 
logical college in Qum” and took special pains to show 
respect to the ‘ulama°.°® Under these favorable condi- 
tions, the religious centers and Shi‘i ‘ulama@- flourished. 

Shi‘i jurists living under the Qajar rulers thus contin- 
ued to use the adhan to assert their religious affiliations. 
Most jurists of the epoch concurred with the rulings of 
post-Safavid jurists. Ja‘far b. Khidr al-Najafi Kashif al- 
Ghita” (d. 1228/1813), for example, maintained that, if 
one remembers the Commander of the faithful with the 
intention of exhibiting his status, manifesting his prepon- 
derance, or to refute the views of the opponents and defy 
the obstinate ones, then he will be rewarded for it.’ 


55 See Muhammad b. Jafar Tiisi, Tahdhib al-ahkam fi sharh al- 
Mugni‘a, 10 vols. (Tehran: Dar al-Kutub al-Islamiyya, 1365/ 
1945), 2: 279. The fact that Tūsī contravenes his normal practice 
(i.e., he does not recommend the recitation of the wilāya in the 
adhan based on rare reports) suggests that he did not find the re- 
ports on it to be reliable. This is not pointed out by Bahbahani. 

56 As cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 392. 

57 Arjomand, Shadow, 218. 

58 A. Lambton, Qajar Persia (London: Tauris, 1987), 286. 

5? Cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 394. 


Given the favorable ambiance in which the Shi‘is now 
found themselves, the wilāya in the adhān was used as a 
polemical weapon to demonstrate the preponderance of 
the Shi‘i faith. For Kashif al-Ghita-, the polemical func- 
tion that the wilaya performed could outweigh the objec- 
tions of the likes of al-Sadūq and Tusi. As a matter of 
fact, Kashif al-Ghita- further declares that mentioning 
the wilaya of ‘Ali in the adhān is not sufficient to indicate 
“Als preponderance because the term wildya has diverse 
meanings and could be used in different ways. Moreover, 
all believers are friends (awliya-) of God. In order to 
differentiate “Alī from and elevate him above all other 
friends of God, he says, it is better to state that “Ali is the 
khalifa bila faşl (the successor to Muhammad without 
any interruption), or the Commander of the faithful, or 
the best of creation after the Prophet. Moreover, he adds, 
by doing this, there will be no doubt in the minds of the 
masses that this statement is not a part of the adhan. For 
Kashif al-Ghita°, the wilaya in the adhan was not a mere 
declaration of faith or statement of a cardinal doctrine. It 
was to be used as a badge of identity to show the supe- 
riority of “Alī over the other caliphs and to assert his im- 
mediate succession to Muhammad. 

Al-Fadil al-Naraqi (d. 1244/1828) claims that tawalli 
(the view that the segments must follow each other in se- 
quence without interruption) is not a stipulation of the 
adhan or the iqāma. Neither is it specified that the seg- 
ments of the adhan should not be separated. So pronounc- 
ing the wilāya does not contravene the conditions of the 
adhan. He asks poignantly: how can one be permitted to 
utter futile words during the adhan and yet not be allowed 
to state the truth? The fact that reports concerning the 
wilāya are rare, al-Naraqi adds, is not an impediment in 
ruling that the wildya is a sunna. This is so because jurists 
often accept rare reports and rule that it is recommended 
to undertake an act based on these kinds of narrations 
based on the principle of al-tasamuh.™ The jurists foresaw, 
however, a possible danger that lay ahead for the Shi‘i 
laity, i.e., that through continuous practice, the wildya 
could appear to many to be an integral part of the adhan. 
Despite a continuous reminder that the wilāya was not a 
part of the adhdn, any caller to prayer could recite it with- 
out being aware of this distinction. The Shi‘i jurists 
countered this by disclaiming their own responsibility. 
Jurists like al-Fadil al-Naraqi stated that the fault lay with 
the ignorant masses who, despite several reminders, were 
not aware of the ruling on the issue. Others recommended 
that the wilāya be recited in a different manner so that it 
would become apparent that it was not a part of the adhan. 
Al-Muhaqgiq al-Qummi (d. 1231/1815), for example, 
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states in his Jami‘ al-shitdat that it ought to be recited only 
once in the adhdn and that it be totally omitted from the 
igama.®*' However, for the Shi‘i laity, the wilaya had 
become an integral segment of the adhdan. Few, if any, 
distinguish it from other parts of the adhan. 
Post-Majlisi II jurists had to vindicate not only the 
popular practice of reciting the wildya but they also had 


to deal with the vexing problem of explicating the prohi- © 


bition by earlier jurists. In his Burhan al-fiqh, Sayyid “Ali 
Bahr al-‘Ulim (d. 1298/1880) maintains that the verdict 
of al-Saditiq, Tusi, and other jurists is a product of their 
own personal reasoning (ijtihdd). The fact that there are 
general traditions (like the one cited in al-Ihtijaj) obvi- 
ates the need for a report specifically recommending the 
wilāya; that is, even though there are no specific reports 
regarding the wildya, Tabarsi’s general tradition is 
enough to rule that it is a recommended practice. Just as 
there are reports suggesting that whenever the name of 
the Prophet is mentioned, it is recommended to send 
blessings on him, similarly Tabarsi’s tradition indicates 
that whenever the shahdda is recited, it is recommended 
to recite the wilaya. The adhan and the iqāma, says Bahr 
al--Ulūm, both fall under this category. 

Despite the emerging consensus in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries that the wildya be recited as a part of 
the adhdn, dissenting views were also expressed. Even in 
the middle of the nineteenth century, many Shi‘is re- 
fused to recite it. Thus, the aforementioned Ja‘far Kashif 
al-Ghita° had initially asked Fath SAli Shah to ban the 
innvation.® Later in that century, the ‘ulama° of India 
encouraged the community to abandon the practice but it 
failed to do so. Similarly Mahmid b. Mirza “Alī al-Naqi 
(d. 1300/1882), the author of al-Mawahib al-sanniyya, re- 
futes the arguments of Majlisi II and other Shi‘ jurists. He 
declares that due to lack of evidence, the wildya cannot be 
recited even as a recommended segment of the adhdan. The 
tradition in al-Ihtijaj cannot be used as proof for permit- 
ting the wildya since it, like many other traditions, merely 
mentions the excellencies of “Ali, indicating thereby his 
general virtues. The tradition in al-Ihtijaj, like other 
traditions about the merits of “Ali, merely indicates the 
superiority of ‘Ali, and is not linked to the adhdn or the 
iqgama. 


ôl Ustadi, Kalimat, 394. 

62 Cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 399. 

63 Modarressi, Crisis, 44, n. 140, quoting Akhbari, Risa@lat dar 
shahadat bar wilayat, 181-83. As noted above, he later accepted 
the practice. 

64 Muhsin Amin, A‘yan al-Shi‘a, 11 vols. (Beirut: Dar al-TaCaruf, 
1951), 2: 205. 


Mirza “Alī al-Naqi adds that, as for the wildya traditions 
referred to by erstwhile scholars, they are not to be acted 
upon because the scholars considered them to be rare and 
fabricated. He admits that previous Shi‘i jurists had 
maintained that rare and weak reports could be used for 
ruling in favor of undertaking recommended acts. But the 
fact that they did not do so in this case shows that they 
had concurred on abandoning their normal practice in re- 
gard to this issue. In essence, Mirza ‘Ali al-Naqi rejected 
the verdict of later scholars like Majlisi II that the wilāya 
can be recited as a recommended part of the adhan.© 

Once the wildya was generally accepted, however, 
reversing the trend was bound to be difficult. Subsequent 
discussion focused on the basis on which it could be 
recited and on whether or not it was a recommended part 
of the adhan. Most jurists approved the practice by quot- 
ing the arguments of Majlisi I and II and the tradition of 
al-Sadigq cited in al-Ihtijāj. 

It.is important to note that just as the pre-Safavid ju- 
rists agreed on prohibiting the wildya, post-Safavid fuqa- 
ha concurred in permitting it. Thus the agreement of 
most later jurists was in stark contrast to the consensus of 
their predecessors. The arguments advanced by the likes 
of Majlisi I and II had the effect of convincing subse- 
quent jurists that the wildya could be recited, although 
not as an integral part of the adhdn. The pressure of pop- 
ular practice and the distinct possibility of adverse public 
reaction forced the jurists to accommodate the wildya, re- 
versing, thereby, the consensus of erstwhile scholars. 

Most Shi‘i jurists of the present century have also 
ruled that it is recommended to recite the wildya. The late 
Ayatullah Muhsin al-Hakim (d. 1390/1970) goes further 
in his al-Mustamsak stating: 


... in this era it [the wildya] is counted amongst the sym- 
bols of [true] faith and a sign of Shi‘ism. In this regard, 
it [reciting the wilaya] becomes preponderant according 
to the shari‘a; in fact, it could be obligatory [to recite it] 
but not with the intention of being a part of the adhan. 
From this, the reason stated in [Majlisi II’s] al-Bihar be- 
comes clear, i.e., it is not improbable for the attestation 
of the wildya to be counted as a recommended part of the 
adhan. This is due to the testimony of the Shaykh [Tasi], 
‘Allama [al-Hilli], Shahid I, and others that traditions 
have been reported to this effect. This is further sup- 
ported by the tradition [reported] by al-Qāsim b. Mu‘a- 


65 As cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 400. 
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Al-Hakim argues that the purpose of reciting the 
wilāya was not restricted to attaining rewards or bless- 
ings. The wilaya symbolized Shi‘i ideals, identity, and 
aspirations. Thus depending on the circumstances, recit- 
ing the wildya could even be made incumbent on the 
faithful even though, as he cautions, it should not be re- 
cited as a part of the adhdn. Significantly, when refer- 
ring to the wildya as a Shi‘i symbol, al-Hakim links it to 
Majlisi Ils statement, thus corroborating my earlier con- 
tention that the Safavid era marks the time when the adhān 
began to assume a polemical tenor, serving as a means of 
defiance and a badge of identity for Shi‘is living now 
under the patronage of the Safavid rulers. 

Sharaf al-Din al-Mūsawiī (d. 1377/1957) also disagrees 
with his predecessors stating that 


those who declared the wildya prohibited have erred and 
cited an isolated ruling (shadhdha). They [even] said it 
was an innovation (bid‘a). Every mu°adhdhin [reciter of 
the adhGn] in Islam recites a few words before the adhan 
which he connects with it. Like in his saying: “Praise be 
to God who did not take a son...” or other [words] like 
these. ... These have not been legislated by the Law- 
giver (Shari‘) in the adhān yet they are not considered to 
be innovations, neither is it certainly prohibited to do so, 
because the callers to prayer do not see them as being 
parts of the adhān. They merely recite them based on 
general proofs which include these [words]. Similarly, 
the attestation to SAli’s wilaya after the two shahdda in 
the adhān is an act based on general proofs which allow 
it. Moreover, a few words do not invalidate the adhān or 
the igama; neither is it prohibited (hardm) to recite them 
in their midst, so where did [the question of] innovation 
and prohibition come from... ?67 


Post-Safavid jurists had to explain the prohibition of 
the erstwhile jurists, justifying, in the process, the trans- 
formation from bid‘a to sunna. They did this by various 
means. Whereas Majlisi I claimed that they had prohib- 
ited the wildya due to tagiyya, Bahr al-“Ultim insisted 
that it was due to the personal reasoning of the earlier 
jurists. Hence it was not binding on later jurists. Despite 
the consensus reached by pre-Safavid jurists, Sharaf al- 
Din al-Musawi could still claim that their ruling on the 
wildya was an isolated one. 

Ayatullah Araki (d. 1415/1994) states in a treatise 
entitled “Guidance in matter of the shahdda of the wilāya 


67 Sharaf al-Din al-Misawi, al-Nass wa’l-ijtihadd (Qum: Sayyid 
al-Shuhada’, 1404/1983), 243-44. 


in the adhān and iqāma being a part of them like other 
parts”: 


The author of Kitab al-salafa fi amr al-khilafa, Shaykh 
“Abd Allah al-Maraghi al-Misri, a Sunni, says that Sal- 
man al-Farisi attested to the wildya of ‘Ali in them 
[adhan and iqāma] after attesting to the prophecy dur- 
ing the time of the Prophet. A man entered [to see] the 
Prophet of God and said: “O Prophet of God, I have 
heard a thing which I have not heard before.” He [the 
Prophet] said: “And what is this?” He said: “After the 
shahdda [testimony] to the risdla [prophecy], Salman 
bore witness in his adhan a shahdda to the wildya of 
“Ali.” He replied: “You have heard a good thing.”®8 


Thereafter, it is also claimed the eminent companion Abi 
Dharr al-Ghifari also bore testimony to the wildya of ‘Ali 


following the testimony to the prophecy of Muhammad 


in the adhan. 

A new argument is now added to the debate, i.e., this 
was practiced at the time of the Prophet, who did not ob- 
ject to it. The Prophet’s approbation makes this practice 
a sunna. Ironically, it is from a Sunni source that a tradi- 
tion on the wildya in the adhdn is purportedly cited. It is 
to be noted that prior to this time, although many argu- 
ments in favor of the wildya in the adhan were advanced, 
there was no mention of the wildya of “Alī being uttered 
in the adhān at the time of the Prophet or during the lives 
of any of the imams. Despite the citation of many tradi- 
tions about the adhān in Shi‘i juridical works, there is 
not a single tradition in them which indicates that the 
wilaya was recited in the adhdn in the times of the 
Prophet or the imams. 

Nonetheless, recent jurists such as Burtjardi (d. 1381/ 
1961), Khumayni (d. 1410/1989), al-Khū^ī (d. 1413/1992) 
and Golpaygani (d. 1414/1993) all consider the wilāya to 
be a recommended act in the adhan.© 


CONCLUSION 


Through different lines of arguments, a ritual practice 
that was previously considered to be bid‘a later became 
a sunna. The reason for this change appears to lie in the 
need to establish a distinct Shi‘i identity in Safavid Iran. 
With the establishment of that dynasty, there was a con- 
current need to foster a separate sectarian identity through 


68 Cited in Ustadi, Kalimat, 405. See also al-Muzaffar, Sha- 
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which the Shi‘is could be distinguished from non-Shi‘is, 
and thus the wildya was to be intertwined with the sha- 
hada. Various arguments were advanced and traditions 
interpreted inexorably to link the two. In fact, the wildya 
is frequently referred to as the third shahdda (al-shahadda 
al-thalitha). Henceforth, the adhdn was to perform a 
wider function than the hitherto restricted liturgical role 
of calling the faithful to prayer. It was to avow the reli- 
gious affiliations of the state. 

Paradoxically, what distinguished the Shi‘is from the 
Mufawwida at the time of al-Sadiiq was reversed and was 
now used to distinguish the Shi‘is from non-Shi‘is. Stated 
differently, the distinctive mark of the Mufawwida in al- 
Sadiiq’s time became, for Majlisi I and subsequent fu- 


gaha-, a distinctive emblem of the Shi‘is. This was done 
initially by interpreting a tradition cited in Tabarsi’s al- 
[htijaj—a tradition which was certainly unknown to the 
likes of Tūsī and al-Sadtig. No Shi% scholar earlier than 
Tabarsi had cited this report. Furthermore, al-Sadiiq’s and 
Tusi’s remark that rare (and purportedly unauthentic) re- 
ports have been narrated about the wildya were seized upon 
by the likes of Majlisi I and II to indicate that traditions 
on the subject were available from the imams, traditions 
which, although rare and no longer extant, could be used 
to vindicate the practice. Later on, it was even argued that 
the practice could be traced to the time of Muhammad 
himself who, by his acquiescence, had approved of it. 


